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Response to Arguments 

In response the applicant's amendment filed on 1/1 1/2008, claims 1-83 are cancelled, and 
independent claims 84, 96 and 108 are amended. Thus, claims 84-108 are pending in this 
application. In response to the applicant's argument, see pages 9-16, filed on 1/1 1/2008, with 
respect to the amendment have been fiiUy considered and are not persuasive. The amendment 
necessitated a new ground(s) of rejection presented in this final office action. 

In view of applicant's argument, the rejections of claims 84-108 under 1 12, first 
paragraph and 1 12, second paragraph, stand withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, pubhshed under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the appUcant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the Enghsh language. 

1. Claims 84, 85, 90, 91, 93-97, 102, 103, 105-109, 114, 115 and 117-119 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Hogle, IV (US 5,923,307, hereinafter Hogle). 

2. Claim 84, Hogle teaches a system comprising: a multi-component display (in the 
alternate embodiment, Hogle discloses two component monitors 1 and 2, see figure 6) 
comprising: a first display screen (in the alternate embodiment, Hogle discloses "1 monitor 
space," see fig. 7a); and a second display screen overlapping said first display screen (in the 
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alternate embodiment, Hogle discloses "2 monitor space" is overlapped the "1 monitor space" at 
a portion 53, see fig. 7a), and a user interface component for selecting at least one display screen 
for responding to an input (in the background of the invention, Hogle conventionally discloses in 
col. 1, lines 33-40), and wherein at least one display screen comprises a display screen selected 
from a group consisting of said first and second display screens (in the background of the 
invention , Hole conventionally discloses in col. 1, lines 53-67, and figure 4). 

Claim 85, the system of Claim 84, wherein said user interface component comprises at 
least one is selected fi-om a group consisting of a mouse, a keyboard, and a joystick, (in the 
background of the invention, Hogle conventionally discloses in col. 1, lines 13-14). 

Claim 90, the system of Claim 89, wherein said input is operable to adjust said display of 
said graphical object on said at least one selected display screen. (Hogle teaches in col. 9, lines 
59-66). 

Claim 91, the system of Claim 89, wherein said graphical object is selected from a group 
consisting of a cursor, an icon and an image. (Hogle discloses an icon in fig. 9a). 

Claim 93, the system of Claim 89, wherein said graphical object is selected from a group 
consisting of a graphical object associated with a drawing application and a graphical object 
associated with a graphical application. (In the background of the invention, Hogle reviews in 
col. 1, lines 46-50). 

Claim 94, the system of claim 84, wherein said input comprises a user input. (In the 
background of the invention, Hogle reviews in col. 1, lines 25-40). 

Claim 95, the system of claim 94, wherein said user input comprises an input to said user 
interface component. (In the backgroiind of the invention, Hogle reviews in col. 1, lines 25-40). 
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Claim 96, col. 23, lines 21-29 of Hogle teaches a method of controlling display screen 
selection in a multi-component display (in the alternate embodiment, Hogle discloses two 
component monitors 1 and 2, see figure 6), said method comprising: detecting a first input to a 
user interface component (in the alternate embodiment, Hogle discloses in col. 9, lines 62-66); 
determining at least one display screen of said multi-component display associated with said first 
input; and (in the alternate embodiment, Hogle discloses in col. 11, lines 26-3 1); selecting said at 
least one display screen of said multi-component display screen for responding to a second input, 
(in the alternate embodiment, Hogle discloses in col. 11, lines 33-34, and figures 8a and 8b). 

Claim 97 shares the same limitations as those of claim 85 and therefore the rationale for 
rejection will be the same. 

Claim 102 shares the same limitations as those of claim 90 and therefore the rationale for 
rejection will be the same. 

Claim 103 shares the same limitations as those of claim 91 and therefore the rationale for 
rejection will be the same. 

Claim 105 shares the same limitations as those of claim 93 and therefore the rationale for 
rejection will be the same. 

Claim 106 shares the same limitations as those of claim 94 and therefore the rationale for 
rejection will be the same. 

Claim 107 shares the same limitations as those of claim 95 and therefore the rationale for 
rejection will be the same. 
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3. Claim 108, the limitation of claim 108 is similar to those of claim 96, though in 
computer-readable program instructions form (see col. 24, lines 1-15), therefore the rejection of 
claim 108, will be treated using the same rationale as claim 96 

Claim 109 shares the same limitations as those of claim 85 and therefore the rationale for 
rejection will be the same. 

Claim 114 shares the same limitations as those of claim 90 and therefore the rationale for 
rejection will be the same. 

Claim 115 shares the same limitations as those of claim 91 and therefore the rationale for 
rejection will be the same. 

Claim 117 shares the same limitations as those of claim 93 and therefore the rationale for 
rejection will be the same. 

Claim 118 shares the same limitations as those of claim 94 and therefore the rationale for 
rejection will be the same. 

Claim 119 shares the same limitations as those of claim 95 and therefore the rationale for 
rejection will be the same. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 86-89, 92, 98-101, 104, 1 10-1 13 and 1 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Hogle in view of Wilks et al (US 6,246,407, Wilks). 
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Claim 86, Hogle teaches all of the limitation of claim 84, except for said user interface 
component comprises a touchscreen. Wilks teaches said user input device is a touchscreen, see 
col. 3, lines 46-47. 

Claim 87, Hogle teaches all of the limitation of claim 84, except for said user interface 
component comprises a pen. Wilks teaches said user input device is a pen, see col. 3, line 47. 

Claim 88, Hogle teaches all of the limitation of claim 84, except for said user interface 
component is fiirther for enabling selection of said at least one display screen in response to a 
sound. Col. 1, lines 18-24, and lines 40-50 of Wilks reviews a GUI is in focus and addressed in 
some manner such as point and click. And additional information such as a video game, which 
inherently has a sound. It would have been obvious to recognize the GUI such as a video game is 
selected by pointing and clicking in response to a sound. 

Claim 89, Hogle teaches all of the limitation of claim 84, except for said user interface 
component is operable to transition a display of a graphical object to said at least one selected 
display screen. Wilks teaches the transition from one state to the other may be done in multiple 
steps range from 2 to several hundred steps, linearly, ect. (see col. 4, lines 35-37). 

Claim 92, Wilks reviews said graphic object is associated with a video game application, 
col. 1, lines 40-50. 

Claim 98 shares the same limitations as those of claim 86 and therefore the rationale for 
rejection will be the same. 

Claim 99 shares the same limitations as those of claim 87 and therefore the rationale for 
rejection will be the same. 
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Claim 100 shares the same limitations as those of claim 88 and therefore the rationale for 
rejection will be the same. 

Claim 101 shares the same limitations as those of claim 89 and therefore the rationale for 
rejection will be the same. 

Claim 104 shares the same limitations as those of claim 92 and therefore the rationale for 
rejection will be the same. 

Claim 110 shares the same limitations as those of claim 86 and therefore the rationale for 
rejection will be the same. 

Claim 1 1 1 shares the same limitations as those of claim 87 and therefore the rationale for 
rejection will be the same. 

Claim 112 shares the same limitations as those of claim 88 and therefore the rationale for 
rejection will be the same. 

Claim 1 1 3 shares the same limitations as those of claim 89 and therefore the rationale for 
rejection will be the same. 

Claim 116 shares the same limitations as those of claim 92 and therefore the rationale for 
rejection will be the same. 

The incorporation of the touchscreen and the pen as taught by Wilks into various input 
device as taught by Hogle would have been obtained as a predictable modification. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art could have applied the known "improvement" 
technique of Wilks in the same way to the Hogle 's input device and the results would have been 
predictable to one ordinary skill in the art. 
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Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 84-1 19 have been considered but are moot 
in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nguyen M. Kevin whose telephone number is 571-272-7697. 
The examiner can normally be reached on MON-THU from 9:00-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bipin H. Shalwala can be reached on 571-272-7681 . The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Elecfronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Kevin M. Nguyen 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2629 
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